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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking Concerning Energy 
Efficiency Rolling Portfolios, Policies, Programs, 
Evaluation and Related Issues. 
 

Rulemaking 13-11-005 
(Filed November 14, 2013) 
 

 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING COMMENT ON 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY BASELINE POLICY AND RELATED ISSUES 

Summary 
Pursuant to the October 30, 2015 Assigned Commissioner and 

Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) Ruling and Amended Scoping Memorandum 

Regarding Implementation of Energy Efficiency “Rolling Portfolios” (Phases IIB 

and IIIA of this proceeding), this ruling attaches an Energy Division staff 

proposal on energy efficiency baselines which includes input from staff of the 

California Energy Commission (CEC), as well as a technical analysis developed 

by Navigant Consulting, and moves these items into the record of this 

proceeding.  The staff baseline proposal was developed primarily in response to 

requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 802 (Stats. 2015, Ch. 590), signed by the 

Governor into law in October 2015.  

Comments in response to the attachments and the specific questions 

detailed below in this ruling are requested to be filed and served by no later than 

May 10, 2016; reply comments should be filed and served no later than  

May 17, 2016. 
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Discussion 
California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) staff has coordinated 

with the CEC staff and has developed the attached white paper with 

recommendations for setting the appropriate baselines for specific energy 

efficiency programs and/or measures.  The recommendations are informed by 

technical analysis performed for the Commission by Navigant Consulting, which 

is also included in the Appendix to the staff white paper attached to this ruling. 

Navigant is the contractor that has performed the energy efficiency potential and 

goals study work on behalf of the Commission for the past several years.  

All of these materials will also be posted on the Commission’s web site at 

the following link: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2013.  Included 

on the web site are additional materials including a spreadsheet tool developed 

by Navigant that supplements the written technical analysis. 

Beyond the staff recommendations themselves in the attached staff white 

paper, the Commission and CEC staff, as well as the consultants, also 

recommend that additional analysis would be desirable to fully inform the 

setting of appropriate baselines for various types of energy efficiency activities. 

However, AB 802 sets a September 1, 2016 deadline for the Commission to allow 

energy efficiency program administrators to offer financial support to customers 

investing in energy efficiency measures based on metered energy savings (the 

difference between the existing conditions in customer facilities and the new 

energy use after an energy efficiency project has been installed).1  The 

                                              
1  See Pub. Util. Code § 381.2. 



R.13-11-005  JF2/ge1 
 
 

- 3 - 

Commission is permitted to adopt certain exceptions to this existing conditions 

baseline policy, in particular circumstances, informed by the following:  

1. The results of any interagency baseline assessment. 

2. Any available results from investor-owned utility baseline 
pilot studies ordered in Decision (D.) 14-10-046. 

3. Information necessary to ensure consistency with the 
energy forecast and planning functions of the Energy 
Commission and the Independent System Operator.2 

As is evident in the attached staff white paper and associated appendices 

from the CEC, additional work and discussions of an interagency nature are 

needed in order to ensure consistency between the various efforts of this 

Commission and the CEC, including the demand forecast, the customer-facing 

programs, and the development of codes and standards.  

In addition, the pilot studies ordered in D.14-10-046 have not yet fully 

commenced and therefore no results are available from these efforts to inform 

our analysis.  

While all of this work is ongoing, the Commission will need to put in place 

a set of rules by September 1, 2016, with the potential to update them later when 

additional information and analysis becomes available.  This is in tension with 

later deadlines in 2017 and 2019 that AB 802 assigns to the CEC for modifying its 

efficiency planning, goal setting, and forecasting, ensuring a gap with utility 

program implementation permitted to start in January and September 2016. 

Additionally, while the staff paper raises concerns for both potential 

double-counting of energy savings and over-spending or wasted spending on 

                                              
2  See Pub. Util. Code § 381.2(d). 
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savings that would have occurred anyway in the absence of programs, the bulk 

of the paper concentrates on defining when to use existing conditions baselines, 

with a light touch on implications for future goal setting.  Additional attention 

might be warranted for the complementary issue of how much ratepayers should 

pay for these savings, and whether all savings (e.g., savings up to code and 

above code) should be compensated equally (either in the form of rebates and 

incentives or in the cost-effectiveness metrics for programs or full portfolios). 

To inform the initial set of rules on the setting of baselines as required by 

AB 802, interested parties are invited to comment on any and all aspects of the 

attachments to this ruling.  Parties are also requested to respond to the following 

specific questions in their comments on this ruling: 

Specific questions related to the staff white paper 
1. Do you agree with the exceptions recommended by staff to 

the use of existing conditions baseline?  Why or why not? 
Be specific. 

2. Are there additional exceptions to the use of existing 
conditions baselines that the Commission should adopt? 
Describe your proposals in detail.  

3. Would it be appropriate to apply the baseline policies 
included in the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling on high 
opportunity programs and projects, issued  
December 30, 2015, rather than make additional new policy 
in the absence of new information?  Why or why not? 

4. Are there challenges associated with the practical 
implementation of the staff proposals included in the 
attached staff paper?  Describe.  What recommendations 
can you make to ensure that any new baseline policy the 
Commission adopts can be applied consistently in the real 
world? 

5. What recommendations could or should be implemented 
to minimize assessment or documentation burdens on 
implementers, customers, and evaluators?  
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6. Do you agree with or take any exception to the preliminary 
analysis and assumptions contained in the Navigant 
technical analysis, on which staff relied in part in preparing 
their recommendations?  Explain. 

7. Are there types of energy efficiency activities for which it 
remains unclear what baseline is appropriate?  Describe. 

8. Are the measures listed in Tables 1-3 of the attached staff 
white paper appropriately categorized?  Are there types of 
measures missing from any of these lists?  For each 
recommended change, explain your reasoning. 

9. Do you agree with the staff recommendations for how to 
initially estimate lifecycle impacts for the different 
categories of baseline treatment until better information is 
available?  Or would you recommend a different 
approach?  Describe your preferred approach to lifecycle 
impacts and your rationale. 

Questions about the broader policy context  
10. What additional analysis do you believe should be 

performed in order to inform policy on setting of baselines 
for energy efficiency programs and/or measures?  What 
analysis specifically might help to inform the potential of 
occurrences of “stranded” efficiency potential? 

11. How and where should California modify its analysis, 
planning, and impact estimation across CEC codes and 
standards development, utility codes and standards 
advocacy, local government or marketplace codes and 
standards compliance and enforcement, and ratepayer 
rebate and incentive programs, to best address potential, 
strategy, and influence in realizing savings? 

12. In light of recommended potential changes to baselines, 
what additional or different analysis would you 
recommend be performed to inform changes to energy 
efficiency goal setting at the Commission and the CEC in 
the future? 

13. What are the implications of the staff proposal to revert to 
setting energy efficiency goals based on net savings rather 
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than gross savings?  Do you agree or disagree with this 
recommendation and why? 

14. How should the potential baseline policy changes affect the 
CEC’s analysis of additional achievable energy efficiency 
included in the biennial demand forecast?  Explain in 
detail. 

15. To what extent and how should the staff recommendations 
on changes to baselines affect the way financial incentives 
are paid to consumers for energy efficiency projects? 
Explain in detail. 

16. What mechanisms, if any, should be considered to manage 
annual budgets for incentives and other program expenses 
once a greater range of efficiency actions and impacts can 
participate and be compensated within programs? 

17. Should there be a distinction between the manner in which 
savings are credited to consumers installing energy 
efficiency projects and the manner in which program 
administrators are credited with savings to be counted 
against their goals?  How and why or why not?  Explain in 
detail. 

18. Assuming the Commission adopts a new baseline policy in 
2016, how long should this policy remain in place?  What 
additional activities should inform future changes? 

19. How should the updating of baseline policy be coordinated 
with other Commission and CEC activities or future 
analyses of potential and goals (including adoption of 
codes and standards for existing buildings, preparation of 
a demand forecast and the component known as 
“additional achievable energy efficiency,” and setting goals 
for “doubling” of energy efficiency, as called for in Senate 
Bill 350)? 

20. How can the Commission best continue to encourage 
programs to pursue savings above minimum code 
requirements once AB 802 is fully implemented? 
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Any party with technical questions on the Attachments to this ruling may 

contact Dina Mackin in the Commission’s Energy Division at 

dina.mackin@cpuc.ca.gov or (415) 703-2125.  

IT IS RULED that:

1. Interested parties may file and serve comments in this proceeding on the 

attachments to this ruling by no later than May 10, 2016.  Parties are requested to 

include responses to the specific questions outlined in the text of this ruling. 

2. Interested parties may file and serve reply comments by no later than  

May 17, 2016. 

3. The Staff White Paper on Energy Efficiency Baselines produced by the 

Commission’s Energy Division and the AB 802 Technical Analysis produced by 

Navigant Consulting are accepted into the record of this proceeding.  

Dated April 21, 2016, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
 
 

  /s/  JULIE A. FITCH 
  Julie A. Fitch 

Administrative Law Judge 
 
 



Staff White Paper on Energy Efficiency Baselines

California Public Utilities Commission
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I. Overview

II. Background and Policy Framework

A. What is a Baseline?

1 Text of AB 802 is available at http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB802
2 AB 802 requires that the CPUC shall, by September 1, 2016, authorize electrical corporations or gas corporations
to provide financial incentives, rebates, technical assistance, and support to their customers to increase the energy
efficiency of existing buildings based on all estimated energy savings and energy usage reductions, taking into
consideration the overall reduction in normalized metered energy consumption as a measure of energy savings.
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Part of what makes EE [energy efficiency] so complex is that savings – i.e., the
absence of use – is a difficult thing to measure. Figuring out what you saved
requires figuring out what you would have consumed without the efficiency
measure. This hypothetical level of consumption is the “baseline,” and it is the point
of comparison for determining savings.

The consequences of a baseline choice ramify through all aspects of EE
calculations. The baseline choice affects, among other things, the existence or
amount of savings, customer eligibility for incentives, amount of incentives,
whether a PA meets its Commission established savings goals, and the award of
shareholder incentives.

In general, the lower the baseline – the easier it is to show (or to show more)
savings. A higher baseline makes that showing harder. An oversimplified
hypothetical illustrates why. Assume for a moment that a customer replaces an old
gas furnace with a high efficiency gas furnace that exceeds code requirements.

Existing conditions baseline savings = (gas used with old furnace) (gas
used with the new furnace).
Code baseline savings = (gas used with a “to code” furnace) – (gas used
with the new “above code” furnace).

Figure 1: Illustration of Savings Counted in Existing Conditions and Code Baselines

The difference in energy use between an old furnace and a new, “above code”
one is essentially guaranteed to exceed the difference between a new “to code”
furnace and a new “above code” furnace. In EE parlance, the “existing
conditions” baseline is a “lower” baseline; it is easier to show savings when
comparing new equipment to existing equipment than when comparing new
equipment to equally new, albeit less efficient, “to code” equipment.
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these types of replacements

B. Direction of AB 802 and SB 350

3 The [California Energy] Commission shall base the targets on a doubling of the mid case estimate of additional
achievable energy efficiency savings, as contained in the California Energy Demand Updated Forecast, 2015 2025,
adopted by the Commission, extended to 2030 using an average annual growth rate.
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III. Challenges and Implications in Establishing Baseline

Stranded potential:

Potential double counted savings:

4 The current Codes and Standards Impact Evaluations are collecting data on permitting and compliance for
retrofits, further discussed in Section IV.C.
5 Stranded potential may or may not be include (i.e., assumed to occur and therefore reduce) the demand forecast,
but that aren’t actually happening at the pace assumed in the forecast. For some types of alterations, the demand
forecast may overestimate the savings realized, and for other types it may be underestimated.
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also

This new portfolio could consume a significantly larger budget yet
deliver far less additional savings per dollar of ratepayer investment than the
portfolio has historically delivered.

IV. CPUC’s Baseline Analysis Process
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A. AB 802 Technical Analysis

Summary of findings from Navigant’s Technical Analysis

6 SCG’s to code pilot study is just now getting underway, and the other IOUs’ studies have not yet begun.
Consequently, preliminary results are not expected until 2017. A full summary of the current status of the pilots
are attached to this paper as Appendix D.
7 Potential and Goals Studies can be viewed at http://cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2013
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significant amount of uncertainty in estimates of stranded potential and double
counting

Figure 2: Cumulative Impact of AB802 on the CEC Demand Forecast

Source: Navigant Analysis

8 Because the current Navigant Potential and Goals Study model was originally built to calculate the potential of
energy efficiency savings above code, the measures and methods in the model designed to capture existing
conditions potential may need further consideration.
9 These are additional cumulative savings to the 2015 P&G. Natural gas savings include consideration of lighting
interactive effects.
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the
potential for double counting may be as significant as the stranded and
operational potential for additional savings.

B. CEC Assessment of Codes and Standards

10 Therms savings include interactive effects.
11 The upper bound estimate results in 5,000 MW in 2026, which is based on the assumption of all C&S savings
from retrofits in the model being double counted. Navigant acknowledged this is an unreasonable assumption and
decided to narrow the scope to only measures that could be more reasonably at risk of being double counted.
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C. Codes and Standard Impact Evaluations

Lighting Retrofits:

HVAC:

12 California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological, and Reporting Requirements for
Evaluation Professionals, 2006. Codes and Standards and Compliance Enhancement Evaluation Protocol Chapter
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=5212
13 Savings were 8% greater than if projects had just met code requirements and not exceeded them. Statewide
Codes and Standards Program Impact Evaluation Report For Program Years 2010 2012
http://calmac.org/publications/CS_Evaluation_Report_FINAL_10052014 2.pdf
14 Research Plan for HVAC Permit and Code Compliance Market Assessment
(http://www.energydataweb.com/cpucFiles/pdaDocs/1239/HVAC%20WO6%20Final%20MAPC%20Research%20Pl
an_25Feb2015.pdf) Results for gas requirements were inconclusive due to high error bounds. A similar study led by
PG&E found similar results but was based on different methods and much smaller samples HVAC Permitting: A
Study to Inform IOU HVAC Programs
http://calmac.org/publications/FINAL_REPORT_PGE_HVAC_Permitting_for_IOU_Programs_Study_v20141010.pdf
15 Specifically, the preliminary findings show 65% were unpermitted and 26% had a finalized permit and 9%
permits were open or expired.
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there are similar rates of
compliance regardless of the permit status.

D. Ruling on High Opportunity Programs and Projects (HOPPs)

16 Preliminary draft of HVAC Market Assessment can be found at
http://www.energydataweb.com/cpuc/search.aspx
17 Compliance Improvement Advisory Group (http://www.caciag.com/Issues); IOU Led Best Practices Pilot Report
(2012)(http://www.energycodeace.com/download/3256/file_path/fieldList/T24%20BPP FINAL%20DRAFT
Report%20and%20App_Updated%204.13.pdf; BayREN 2014 Permit Resource Opportunity Program – PROP (2014)
(https://www.bayren.org/codes/prop final report )
18 IOU/BayREN Compliance Improvement Program Process Evaluation can be found at
http://www.energydataweb.com/cpuc/search.aspx
19 December 30, 2015 Ruling on “High Opportunity Programs and Projects can be viewed at
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M157/K362/157362236.PDF
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E. January 2016Workshop

20 These materials are available at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/general.aspx?id=4130
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Day 1: Policy Considerations for Implementing Existing Conditions Baseline

for well
designed programs.

Day 2: Normalized Metered Energy Consumption (NMEC)
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V. Staff’s Proposed Framework

establish clarity in reflecting all estimated energy savings or
(measured) energy usage reductions
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unless determined otherwise
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Figure 3: Proposed Baseline Framework

A. Program Level Recommendations

1. Types of Programs for Which Existing Conditions Baseline is Appropriate

a. Pre post audits and retrofits using normalized metered energy
consumption:

21 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M157/K362/157362236.PDF
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b. Behavioral, Retrocommissioning, and Operational programs (BROs):

o Baseline adjustment for regular maintenance

o Behavior, retrocommissioning (RCx) and operational expected
useful life (EUL):

c. Programs that use experimental design or randomized control trials:

d. Financing programs
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2. Types of Programs for Which Code or Standard Practice Baseline is
Appropriate

a. Upstream/midstream rebate programs:

b. New construction andmajor alterations /renovations:

22 Staff notes that for many reasons savings associated with financing programs are different than traditional
rebate programs. To address this, the CPUC may wish to scope into a future proceeding the development of
separate goals and a separate component of the shareholder incentive mechanism to account for and incent utility
financing program savings.
23 Upstream rebates are directed toward manufacturers and retailers, in contrast to the more common
downstream incentives, which are provided directly to customers as rebates.
24 Savings By Design ProgramManual, http://www.savingsbydesign.com/book/savings design online program
handbook, defines new construction as:

New building projects wherein no structure or site footprint presently exists
Addition or expansion of an existing building or site footprint
Addition of new load, as in the example of an existing site adding a new process
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We recommend that the following
customer segments apply code baseline

unless they can meet one of the qualifying requirements

Customer segments where code baseline would apply:

New tenant retail:

Chain commercial:

Office space:

Construction that involves complete removal, redesign, and replacement of the energy consuming
systems of a building or process
Projects that require design and selection of new systems based upon the needs of new or modified space
function(s)
Major tenant improvements that add new load

25 Title 24 Compliance Manuals can be viewed at http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2013standards/, and standards
specific to building alterations are defined in the 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standard Section 141.0 141.1 at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2012publications/CEC 400 2012 004/CEC 400 2012 004 CMF REV2.pdf,
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Qualifying requirements for exceptions

Documentation of program influence:

Experimental design:

Hard to reach market:

3. Types of Programs for Which Baseline Should be Determined on a Case By
Case Basis

a. Deemed rebate programs:

b. Commercial custom projects with calculated savings estimates:

26 Hard to Reach Market is defined in the Energy Efficiency Policy Manual, APPENDIX B Glossary,
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/Utilities_and_Industries/Energy_
_Electricity_and_Natural_Gas/EEPolicyManualV5forPDF.pdf It can be summarized as “those customers who do
not have easy access to program information or generally do not participate in energy efficiency programs due to a
language, income, housing type, geographic, or home ownership (split incentives) barrier.” Hard to reach business
customers also include factors such as business size and lease (split incentive) barriers.
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c. Industrial programs:

27 Strategic Energy Management (SEM) is a method of identifying, claiming and tracking savings for operations and
maintenance and retrocommissioning activities. It also supports development of capital projects with large energy
savings. SEM is delivered through a program that provides audits, extended technical support, and assistance with
goal setting, tracking of activities and energy savings, and long range planning. The PAs have been directed to
carry out strategic energy management type programs in the original Strategic Plan and subsequent Commission
decisions.
28 The CPUC Energy Efficiency Branch's ISP guidance document and links to studies are available
at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=4133. "Common practice" or "standard practice" is used for baselines
in jurisdictions across the country. Industry standard practice studies are carried out here by the PAs. See,
e.g., http://www.calmac.org/warn_dload.asp?e=0&id=3126 (Measure, Application, Segment, Industry (MASI) :
Wastewater Treatment Facilities). A standard practice inquiry may also be carried out with respect to an individual
customer. See, e.g., Uniform Methods Project, Chapter 23: Estimating Net Savings: Common Practices, section 3.3,
available at http://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2015/02/f19/UMPChapter23 estimating net
savings_0.pdf; Comments on UMP Chapter 23, Section 3.3, available at
https://ump.pnnl.gov/printthread.php?t=5256&pp=1000&page=1; U.S. EPA, Draft Evaluation Measurement and
Verification (EM&V) Guidance for Demand Side Energy Efficiency (EE), available at
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d. Agricultural programs

B. Measure Level Recommendations

1. Types of Measures for Which Existing Baseline is Appropriate

a. Shell and building systemmeasures:

Table 1: Shell and Building SystemMeasures

Measure End Use Sector

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015 08/documents/cpp_emv_guidance_for_demand side_ee_
_080315.pdf. Without ISP/common practice applicability, there would be no studies to determine whether
measures should be sunsetted completely or partially or a basis for capturing additional savings in individual
projects.

R.13-11-005 JF2/ge1



b. Repair eligible equipment:

Table 2: Repair Eligible Equipment

Measure End Use Sector
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could

2. Measures for Which Code or Standard Practice Baseline is Appropriate

a. Single measure rebates for equipment replacements with measurable EUL:

o Replace on burnout (ROB) and normal replacement:

o New construction:

o Early retirement:
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Table 3: Equipment with Measurable EUL
Measure End Use Sector

3. Measures for Which the Appropriate Baseline Depends on Program Design

a. HVAC Equipment Replacement:
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b. Light fixtures and ballasts:

29 Lighting standards defined in Section 140.6 and 141.0 of 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards,
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2012publications/CEC 400 2012 004/CEC 400 2012 004 CMF REV2.pdf
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C. Recommendations for Counting Savings

1. Set goals as net of free ridership (after factoring in spillover)

30 Stranded and double counted savings results can be found on pages 42 49 of the Technical Analysis
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As it turned out though, the CEC needed to use net IOU
program savings for their forecasts, so this purpose did not actually apply.

31 The policy history of energy efficiency goals can be found at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2013
32 The spillover effect is included in the cost effectiveness methodology as a 5% adder, though additional research
to better understand spillover is warranted.
33 The History of Goals can be viewed at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2013
34 D.08 07 047, page 13.
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35 Recent adjustments to net savings claims based on evaluation results is are illustrated in Figure J 2 of Appendix J
to the 2010 12 Energy Efficiency Evaluation report (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=6391). This diagram
illustrates estimates of program influence that are already removed from portfolio net savings estimates (column
d), and the fact that the incremental adjustment for program influence that is assessed in the final evaluations only
identified a small additional change from the IOUs’ ex ante estimates, as reflected by column (e).
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Use alternate methods to account for attribution where possible

D. Proposed Guidance for Portfolio Development

1. Apply framework established for the HOPPs

2. PAs should propose strategies for each sector in the business plan filings

36 Uniform Methods Protocols released by DOE build upon the California Framework and Protocols by offering
additional measure and topic specific protocols. The following link is to the Net Analysis Protocol
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2015/02/f19/UMPChapter23 estimating net savings_0.pdf
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E. Need for New Data Collection Efforts

1. PAs should collect data about equipment being replaced through programs.

2. Aggregate population studies are also needed.

VI. Conclusion
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APPENDIX A:

AB 802 and SB 350 Excerpts on Efficiency Programs

Assembly Bill 802

381.2.
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Senate Bill 350

399.4.
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APPENDIX B:
CEC Analysis of AB 802 Impacts of Codes and Standards

On IOU Programs and Demand Forecast
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California Energy Commission
Energy Efficiency and the Demand Forecast

achieve all cost effective energy efficiency

actions

Actual, realized savings are counted
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An Introduction to Energy Efficiency Standards
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Appliance Efficiency Standards in Existing Buildings
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Building Efficiency Standards in Existing Buildings
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Energy Code Ace

Energy Code Ace
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“Contractors Walk
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on the Wild Side…Why?”

Appliance and Building Standards Proceeding Energy Savings Analysis
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Residential Additions and Alterations:

Nonresidential Lighting, Roofing and HVAC Alterations:

Savings Incorporation in the Demand Forecast
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existing buildings

Energy Efficiency Standards Conclusions
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An Introduction to the Demand Forecast

Energy Efficiency in Procurement Planning

2013 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR)

37 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013_energypolicy/documents/2013 11 12_Notice_to_Consider_Adoption.pdf
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Demand Forecast Adjustments

IEPR

IEPR
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Demand Forecast Conclusions

per se

R.13-11-005 JF2/ge1



Attachment: Residential and Commercial Model Documentation

Residential Model Description and Building and Appliance Standards Incorporation

Model Description and Inputs

Residential End Uses

Water heating Lighting
Backup for SolarWater Heater Color Television
Pump for SolarWater Heater Swimming Pool Pump
Dishwasher Swimming Pool Heater
Incremental water heating dishwasher Backup for Solar Pool Heater
Clothes Washer Hot Tub Pump
Incremental water heating clothes washer Hot Tub Heater
Clothes Dryer Space Heater
Miscellaneous Furnace Fan
Cooking Range Central Air Conditioning
Refrigerator Room Air Conditioning
Freezer Evaporative Air Conditioner
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Modeling of Residential Energy Efficiency in Demand Forecast

Building and Appliance Standards Incorporated in the Residential Forecast Model
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Post processing

Commercial Model Description and Building Standards Incorporation

38 See Post Processing Appendix at the end of this chapter.
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Commercial Forecast Model Inputs

Building Types End use Fuel Type

39 This will be expanded to 20 forecast zones for future forecasts.
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Energy Savings Adjustments
Impact

Analysis Report

Impact Analysis
Reports

Assigning Savings to Building Type and End use

Impact Analysis Report

Format Conversion
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Treatment of Commercial Building and Equipment Decay

Building Decay

Equipment Decay

Price Treatment in Existing Floor Space
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Attachment: Committed Utility Efficiency Program Savings Adjustments (Post
Processing)

2007 IEPR
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Energy Efficiency
Potential and Goals Study for 2015 and Beyond

40 http://cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2013
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APPENDIX C:
Lessons Learned from CPUC IOU To Code Baseline Pilots

Background

better understand howmuch below code equipment exists
that is not being replaced as quickly as it should be through natural turnover or
existing programs

by howmuch
providing additional incentives, calculated based on existing conditions, increases
energy efficiency program participation and achieves greater identified energy
savings

Lessons learned to date

R.13-11-005 JF2/ge1



o

o
o

Evaluation Design

Gas Pilot small boiler
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Figure 1: Gas Pilot
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Figure 2: Electricity Pilot
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